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Backgrouhd

A From 04/08/2020 to 06/15/2020;TiBr&ueSkgensors were deployed at the South
Coast AQMD stationary ambient monitoring site in Rubidoux and-meseleuwitide
Federal Equivalent Method (FEM) instruments measuring the same pollutants

A TSI BlueSk8 (inits testgd A GRIMMréference instrumjent
U Particle sensapticalnorFEM (SPS38gnsirion U Optical particle counterl P
U Each unit reports: Rishd P}, (eg/n¥), Temperature and U Measures BM PM 5 and Phj(eg/n%)
Relative Humidity U Cost: ~$25,000 and up
U Unit cost: $400 U Time resolutionmin

U Time resolutionmin

U Units IDs: Unit 8031, Unit 8027 and Unit 8037 A Teledyne API T64&férence instrument

U Optical particle counterl P
U Measures BM& PN, (eg/n¥)

U Unit cost: ~$21,000

U Time resolutionmin

A Met statiom(RH, P, WS, WD
U Unit cost: ~$5,000
U Time resolutionmin




Datavvalidatidn&aecovery

A Basic QA/QC procedures were used to validate the collected data (i.e. obvious outliers
and invalid dap@ints were eliminated from thesekita

A Data recovery fromit 8031, Unit 8027 and Unitv8a@87 87%, 97% and 80%, respectively, fo
PM sand Plyymeasurements

TSIBlueSky:intmmiel varidbility

A Absolute intraodel variability was ~ 0.58 and 0.63qud?Msand Py} respectively
(calculated as the standard deviation of the three sensor means)

A Relative intraodel variability was ~ 10.5% and 11 %.fand®Rly) respectively
(calculated as the absolutermdckel variability relative to the mean of the three sensor me
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Reftetence dnstrements,; LM
FEMGRIMMard\FENDT640

A Basic QA/QC procedures were used to validate the collected data (i.e. obvious outliers, negative v
datapoints were eliminated from thasekita

A Data recovery for Rvheasurements from FEM GRIMM and FEM T640 was ~ 88% and 76%, respe
A Strong correlations between the reference instrumegpméasBidments?(R0.87).

FEM GRIMM vs FEM T640 PM, 5 (1-hr mean, pg/m?)
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Reterence dnstrenments; ,PM
GRIMM@antb3©40

A Basic QA/QC procedures were used to validate the collected data (i.e. obvious outliers, negative v
datapoints were eliminated from theeta

A Data recovery for PMeasurements from GRIMM and T640 was ~ 88% and 76%, respectively.
A Strong correlations between the reference instrumepsefasi?bments?(R0.88) were observed.

GRIMM vs T640 PM,, (1-hr mean, p,g/mS)
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5-min mean PM, s conc. (ug/m?3)
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A The TSI BlueSky sensors showed stron
correlations with the corresponding FE
GRIMM dataqR0.72)

A Overall, the TSI BlueSky sensors
underestimated the,RPMass concentrati
asmeasured by FEM GRIMM

A The TSI BlueSky sensors seemed to tr
PM, sdiurnal variations as recorded by
GRIMM




